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Youth Employment:
Bstionsl Policy snd Local Delivery in Three U.S. Settings

This paper summarizes research on the local implementation of national
policies affecting youth ewployment in the United States. The research was
conducted in three sites=-~ two medium-sized cities, Seattle and San Francisco,
and one small metropolitan/rural area, Clark County, Washington-- during the
1961-82 school year.l It was designed to examine how national policy works at
the delivery level. The study focused exclusively on "high-risk" youth,
defined 8s those who, by virtue of family income, Tace, or language, have a
higher-than-average 1ikelihood of being out of school, unemployed, or both.
Because of this focus, our interviews were conducted mainly in local programs
that were funded under ihe Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA),
the federal government's major employment program for disadvantaged adults and
youth, which has recently been superceded by the Joint Partnership Training
Act (JTPA).? TFor reasons that will become clear in the body of the paper, the
analysis goes beyond a simple description of how CETA youth programs were
implemented to the question of how service delivery organigzations and the
adults who work in them affect young peoples' access to the labor mearket.

The mode of analysis is “backward mappingﬁa The logic of backward
mapping begins by specifying the behavior that is the target of policy; it
then examines the ways that various instruments of p-~licy affect that
behavior, either through organizations or by working directly on individuals;
and finally, it examines how policy affects the structure of relations and the
allocation of resources among key actors in the delivery system. Backward

mapping focuses attention on how policies affect the choices of the
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individuals to whom they are addressed, rather than on how policies are
elaborated into formal regulatory and organizational structures. In this
sense, hackward mapping reverses the usual view of how policy is implemented.
Instead of asking whether specific provisions of policies gre being carried
out consistent with the intent of policymakers, it asks whether we can expect
policy to have its intended effect, given what we know about the individual
and organizational behavior that policy is tr-ing to influence.

The data and conclusions reported in this paper describe modal responses

to structured interviews with young people, front=line workers, and local

administrators in the three settings we analyzed. The analysis is meant to be
sugsestive of how one might analyze the implementation of public policy "from
the ground up," taking into account problems of individual choice and street-
level operations as well as broader stratezic and political questions. Our
sample does not permit generalization to the overall effects of national
policy on local delivery.

The paper is divided into three main sections, each following the logic
of backward mapping, and concludes by addressing the policy consequences of
the analysis. The first section deals with the perceptions, experiences, and
behavior of high-risk youth toward school and work. The second deals with
the perceptions, experiences, and behavior of front=line workers who deal on a
daily basis with high-risk youth. And the third deals with the effects of
policy on youth, front-line workers, and the organizations that implement

policy.

1. School and Work Choices for ILigh-Risk Yoyth
In aggregate terms, young peoples' behavior toward school and worlk in the

United States can be characterized as follows: (1) A larpe proportion of

teenagers and youns adults are labor force participantse; that is, they are




either employed or looking for work. Labor force participation among 16~17-

years-olds rose from 46% in 1960 to over 51% in 1979; for 18-19-year olds, it
rose from 69% to 72%; and for 20-24-year-olds, it remained in the neighborhood
of 86X%. Labor force participation has risen for teenage males and females in

all population groups, except black males, where it has declined by roughly

25% betveen 1960 snd 1979.% (2) Young peoples' labor force participation is
relatively unresponsive o agsregate demand for labog, and unemploymept gmopng
young people increagses disproportionstely with incresses in adult
w} Labor force participation among young people has not declined
proportionetely as overall unemployment rises. In fact, it haa continued to
increase steadily as unenmployment has fluctuated over the past 20 years. This
relationship suggests that young people are entering the labor force not just
in respoﬁse to excess demand for labor, but as an expression of their
preference for work over other activities. The ratio of youth to adult

unemp loyment over this period has fluctuated directly with increases and
decreasea in unemployment, between about 2.5 and 4.5. (3) A larpe prooortion
of teepazers gnd young adults pursue school and work at the same time. About

50% of young people aged 16-19 who were enrolled in school in 1979 were alao

labor market participants. This proportion has grown from about 35% in 1960.6

(4) Labor force participation among teenagers and young adults ig
gharagterized by a high rate of movement amonz jobs. The rate of job

turnover, the number of periods of unemployment, and the duration of

unemp loyment are high for teenagers, but gradually decline and stabilize as
young people reach their mid-twenties.! (5) Thouah high schoel ¢ompletion is
positively related to both esrninge and employment, the proportion of hizh
school drop-outs remaine relatively hish (in the neighborhood of 10% overall,
as high as 40X ip some urbap areas) end lov-income, mimority youth are
significantly more likely to drop out of high u.hm_l.-a In other words, higher
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risk youth, defined in terms of incowe, ethnic group, and linguistic status,
sre tore weakly attsched to school.

We constructed a sample of 95 young people by choosing them at random
from participants in local employment programs. They were all c¢lascified as
low~-income according to federal eligibility criteria, most were members of
minority groups, and 8 about one-quarter either did not speak English at all
or used English as their second langusge. In the two cities we studied,
Seattle and San Francisco, about one-quarter of our sample was composed of
youth who were participants in “out=of=-school” programs; that is, they had
dropped out of high school at some point and were now attempting to finish a
high=schoo 1~equivalency program as well 8s to enter the labor market. In our
sample of in=school youth, a small proportion (less than 10%) had been out of
school for more than one month at some point in their high school education.
Those enrol led in in~school programs tended to be younger {most in the 17-13
year interval) than those enrolled in out=of~school programs (most in 19~20
year interval). All were either employed at the time we interviewed them, as a
result of their participation in an employment program, or were preparing to
enter the labor market. Our sample was constrained by the selection Procesces
of the programs we studied, 80 it can't be characterized as representative of
the youth population as a whole or of high~risk youth in particular. It does
provide a fair representation of the kind of young people who are likely to
find their way into local programs designed to help high risk youth enter the
labor market.

The attitudes and behavior of young people in our sample toward school
snd work were similar to those of the youth population at large. They were
active participants in the labor market; they did not see school and work as

mutual 1y exclusive choices; and they saw themselves as continuing to work,

6




regardless of their future educational plans.

Beyond these broad patterns of similarity between our sample and the
youth populsation at large, & number of more specific patterns emerged. First,
vhile they attached a high value to education, they did not perceive adults in
school as playing a large role in their entry to the labor force. Asked to
respond to the statements "how well you do in school wakes a big difference in
how well you do in later life" and "how well you do in school depends on how
hard you try,” all but a handful agreed. Likewise, about two~thirds said they
planned to pursue some form of post-secondary education, vocational or
academic, after completing high school. This response should be viewed with
caution, however. It sometimes appeared that young people assumed it was the
appropriate answer to give, and at other times that they had not gauged their
present gkills or past performance against their aspirations. Vhen they were
asked to respond to the statement “most adults I have known in gchool care
whether I succeed or fail" about half agreed and half disagreed, and when they
were asked to identify adults who had been helpful to them, most cited family
members or adults they had met through employment programs, rather than
teachers, counselors, coaches, or adminiatrators they had met in school.

Second, school did not seem to have played a Qtrong role in shaping their
preferences for work, except in a negative sense. More than half said that
they had taken vocational or career education courses in school. These were
predominantly clerical (typing, business machines) or shop (metal or wood)
courses, and in only a few isolated cases did the courses correspond to what
young people said they were currently doing in the labor market or what they
said they would like to do. A common theme in our interviews was that youn3
people found work satisfying because "I'm taken seriously and made to feel

important,” "it keeps you busy,” "“you learn how to be independent,” or ‘“you

learn how to get along with people.” These comments reflected a relatively
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strong preference for work over school and they also showed that, for many
young people, the social aspects of work took precendence over more tangible
benefits such as making money or gaining experience and status.

Third, the young people in our sample were positive, if somewhat
episodic participants, in the labor market. The majority had been employed
tvo-to-three times, most jobs lasting six months or less. Most had plans to
cont inve working as long they could find jobs. Virtuvally all agreed with the
statement, 'y work will be an important part of my life." Likewise, more
than two-thirds said that their two closest friends were working and liked to
work. Uhen asked to respond to the statement "most people I know like to
work," however, they were about evenly divided between agreement and
disagreement, which suggests that they did not perceive other people to be as
positively disposed to work as they and their friends. Many young people
drew a distinction between adults and other young people in their responses,
saying that while most of their friends 1ike to work, their pareants and other
adults they knew did not.

Fourth, most of the young people in our sample identified certain key
adults as being the critical factor in guiding their entry to the labor
market, rather than institutions or organized processes. In the majority of
cases, the adults young people identified as being helpful worked in CFTA-
funded employment programé, which was not surprising given that this was where
we did our interviewing, but in a significant pumber of cases they were
relatives (brothers, sisters, uncles, parents). In only a handful of cases
did young people say that they got their jobs by themselves without any help.
This finding does not mean that institutions and organized processes were
unimportant in guiding young peoples' entry to the labor market. Rather, it

means that young people, when asked to describe how they got their jobs,
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identified certain key adults, rather than the organizations or processes

of which these adults were a part. This pattern did not hold, however, when
ve asked young people to identify what they would do if they had to find a job
tomorrow. Their responses to this question tended predominantly to take the
form of standard processes and institutions-- classified ads, personnel
offices, employment services, etc. In a small number of cases they cited
individual adults who had already been helpful. The tentative picture that
emerges from these responses, then, is that young people see specific adults
as having been crucial in helping them get where they are, but they haven't
yet projected that view into the future.

The picture of young peoples' entry to the labor market that emerges from
this profile is one characterized, first, by a relatively high degree of
movement between school and work; second, by a relatively low degree of
reliance on school as a means of entry to the labor market; and third, by a
relatively heavy reliance on significant individuals rether than institutions
or organizations. MYovement from school to work appears not to be an orderly,
step-wise progression; it appears instead to be a process of short-term
engagement and disengagement, of search through familiar adults, and of
decisions made on the basis of immediate opportunities, rather than long=term
objectives. Individuals—- especially key adults-- play a significant role in
this world, by helping young people negotiate entry to adult institutions.

But organizations, especially schools, don't seem to play e decisive role, at
least in the eyes of young people.

Both the aggregate evidence and our limited sample of interviews suggest
that the term "school=-to-work transition,” which is so often used to
characterize the youth employment problem.9 does not give a very accurate
picture of how young people make school and work decisions. To be sure, there

is a "transition" from school to work, if only in an aggregate statistical
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sense; as people get older, they spend lesgs time in school and more time in

the labor force. But as 8 characterization of how young people make

decisions, there are at least three potential problems with the notion of a
school-to-work transition. First, it probably overstates the importance of
schools, 8s organizations, in positively shaping the decisions of young people,
especially those w2 have characterized ss high risk. Second, it implies a
gradual, ~lep-wise wovement from school to work, when the actual pattern
appears to be a more episodic and disconnected. And third, it suggests that
school, as an institution, is the major forece creating movement into the labor
force, when in fact this movement seema to be influenced much more by specific
attachments that young people form with adulta, more often outside school than
inside. Both the aggregate data and our interviews suggest that the school-
and=vwork behavior is better described as a process of idiosynchratic, trial-and-
error search that is anchored by adult contacts young people have made through
work and various intermediary institutions—-- employhent programs, family, etc.
It is probably not a sequential, organized, developmental process. This
conclusion tracks closely with the views of adults who work with young people,
as we shall see.

If true, this view helps to explain some of the peculiarities of dewmand
for organized services designed to help young people enter the labor market
that we digscovered in the process of our study. Our intervievs were conducted
during a period of growing unemployment and declining federal funding for
youth employment programs. We found severa) instances of drametic instability
in demand for youth employment services. In Sesttle, for example, the progran
for in-school youth changed, between June and September of 1981, from a
predominant 1y black program into one predominantly populated by asian

refugees. Front~line vorkers were unable to explain this dramatic shift at
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the time it was occurring; they gimply accepted it, and enrolled large numbers
of Asisn refugees, despite the fact that many did not yet speak English well
enough to take jobs with English~speaking employers. Omly well after the fact
did we discover that the ghift in demand was probably attributable to the fact
that newly arrived refugees had formed strong networks of peers and adult
“sponsors"~- American femilies, church groups, neighborhood associations=- who
played a significant role in negotiating their entry to Seattle. The black
youth, who had previously accounted for the majority of participants in the
program had essentially “digsappeared." Front-line workers speculated that
“they probably found jobs on their own" or that “they might be involved in
after-school sthletics,” but were unable to offer more specific explanations.
¥hat probably happened is that they had been bumped from the program because
of the eagerness and initiative of the Asian refugee youth, who had moved from
the surmer prograt and filled the available positions in the program. Black
youth had, over time, come to expect that there would be subsidized jobs
waiting for them at the beginning of school. The Asian students, on the other
hand, had received encourazement from their peers and from adults to seel the
benefits of the work programs.

Another example of erratic demand comes from two out-of-school projrams
in San Francisco, one serving a predominantly Black population, the other a
predominantly Hispanic population. In both instances, despite increasing
unemp loyment, demand for positions in the program had fallen below the number
of participants the programs were authorized to serve. In one program demand
had fallen by about 50%Z; in the other, it had fallen by about 25%. Front~line
workers were unable to give specific explanations for the shift in demand.
One possibility they suggested was that publicity surrounding federally-funded
employment programs had given potential clients the impression that the

programs were being disbanded. Another explanation was "word is out on the
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streets that there aren't any jobs, period, regardless of whether you're
enrolled in a8 program.”" Both explanations suggest that young people arrive
at their decisions to enter programs hased on networks of advice, rather than
by utilizing formal points of access.

Whatever the explanation for instability of demand, access to employment
programs for high=-risk youth is clearly not a simple matter of setting
eligibility criteria and admitting students. Demand is heavily influenced by
factors outside the control of those who deliver the services~~ the level of
employment in local labor markets, informal networks among young people, and
knowledge of programs among adults who take an interest in high-risk youth.
The one potential ly influential factor that lies within that control of
service deliverers is individual contacts with youth. Local employment and
training organizations do not use standardized mechanisms for finding and
enrolling clients. They do not, for example, use the records of schools or
social service agencies to identify potential clients and solicit their

participation, as is done in European countries.lo

Nor is it likely, as we
shall see later, that such mechanisms would work if they existed. Those
mechanisms that have the highest likelihood of working are ones based on a

interactions between individual adultse and individual young people.

2. Patterns of Interaction Between Younz People and Adults

The actual work that adults do to influence the labor market
participation of high risk youth is a product of two main factors: policies
communicated from outside the organizations in which adults work and practices
agreed upon within the organization. This section deals primarily with
practice. We attempted to understand the work of delivery~level personnel,
first, in terms of their own descriptions of practice, and second, in terms of

the influences that organization and policy exercise on practice. In doing
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the influences that organization and policy exercise on practice. In doing
80, we asked adults workiug directly with high-risk youth to describe what
they did, what the purposes of “heir work were, what differences and
similarities they observed among the young people they worked with, and what
the wost significant problems were that their clients faced. We also asked a
number of questions designed to elicit how their work was influenced by the
organizations they worked in-- for example, how their caseloads were
determined, how nmuch diecretion they had in making decisions about their
clients, what proportion of their time they spent working with young people
individually and in groups, how often and in what context they met with other
adults doing the same kind of work as they, and how their work was supervised
and evaluated.

There are a8 1imited number of servic * one can offer to influence the
labor market participation of youny people. One is to provide direct
enployment, which can involve either subsidizing employers for hiring young
peorle or recruiting employers without the aid of a subsidy. Another is to
provide infoimation On alternative career possibilities, assistance in
searching for jobs, and assistance in making choices. Another is to provide
training designed to prepsre clients for specific jobs. 5till another is to
provide remedial education for students who lack some specific skill or
credential=~ English~language instruction or a high school completion
certificate, for example-— that could influence their employability. In the
lsnguage of those who work on youth employment these activities are called,
respectively, work experience, counseling and career development, job
training, and remedial education. They take place separately or in various
combinations in a variety of different types of organizations financed in
whole or in part by grants from the federal government.

There are no stendard roles or job descriptions for youth employment
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specialists, unlike school systems, for example, where the terms "teacher" and
“counselor” have relatively uniform meanings from one setting to another, or
social service systems, where "case worker” or "eligibility worker"” have come
to mean similar things. Still, the work of youth employment specialists
involves 8 cluster of relatively well~defined tasks that recur consistently
from one setting to another. One task might be called counseling or advising.
It involves one~on-one advice sbout job-related matters, such 88 career choice
and on~the~ job behavior, and personal matters. A second task might be called
iob development. It involves recruiting and maintaining relations with
employers of young people involved in work experience. A final task might be
called simply teacking. It involves actual group instruction ir such areas as
basic skills (reading, math, grammar), English language, occupational skills,
and knowledge of the job market. Often these tasks are all performed by the
same person. The in-school program in Seattle, for example, was designed
sround employment counselors who were paid fron federal employment funds and
were part of s separate organization within the school system, but were
physically located in the city’'s high schools. These workers did counseling
and job development primarily, with a small amount of teaching on career=
related subjects. In other organizations, however, the tasks were
differentiated. One community-based organization in a Hispanic neighborhood
of San Francisco, for example, had separate roles for job development and
teaching; co-nseling was assumed by all staffmembers.

The 60 front=~line workers in our sample reported that they spent the
largest share of their time (between 40% and 602) working directly with young
people; of that portion, they spent the majority working with individuals, and
the smallest share working with groups. They viewed their work, in other

vords, as predominantly composed of one~on-one relationships with clients.
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Beneath this basic pattern of adult-youth interaction, however, lay large
variations in caseloads. In our three sites, we found caseloads a5 low as
five youth to one adult and as high as 140 youth to one adult (the caseload in
the latter program had been over 400-to~1 in the previous year). The gchool~
based programs, with the exception of the rural schools in Clark County, had
much high case loads than the programs based in other governmental agencies or
community based organizations. At the high end of the distribution there was
less one~to-one interaction and more time spent on routine paperwork, group
instruction, and dispensing paychecks for subsidized woxk. The modal caseload
in our sample, though, was 1525 youth, but the school~based programs were 60
and 140 in Seattle and San Francisco. The typical pattern of work for an
individual consisted of (1) a large number of one-on~one contacts with young
people, on a daily or weekly basis, depending on whether the program involved
short cycles of three-to-four weeks or whether it extended over the whole
school year, (2) a limited number of group contacts, whicp usually involved
teaching or group discussions, (3) a regular schedule of visits to employers
snd young people at worksites, and (4) periodic recruitment of employers to
take students for work experience. In some instances, as noted above, these
tasks were done separately by different people, but even in those cases there
was 8 high degree of interaction among workers, so the organizations dicd not
appear to be highly differentiated. Two features of this combination of tasks
are especially noteworthy. One is the heavy emphasie on one-to-one contacts
between adults and youth, which contrasts dramatiéally with what most young
people experience in high school, where contacts tend to be between one adult
and relatively large groups of atudents. The other importamt feature is the
role that delivery=level workers play in negotiating entry to the workploce
and in negotiating the boundary between achool and work. Having adults

develop initial job contacts and periodically visit employers at the work site
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gives the young people a kind of legitimacy with the employer that they would
uot otherwise have.

The duration of programs varied considersbly. Most programs for in~
schoo]l youth ran over the entire school year, although there was significant
turnover in the course of a year as young people lefc the program for other
jobs or simply lost interest. The in-school programs typically involved four
hours of work experience per day, sometimes coupled with academic credit, plus

individual counseling and periodic group workshops in career development.

Before 1981-82, the year in which our interviewing took place, the typical in-
school program involved full payment of students' wages from federal funds.
Because these payments constituted a subsidy to employers, federal regulstions
restricted them to non-profit and governmental organizations, precluding
placenent of students with private firms. During the year of our interviews,
& number of programs we studied were in the process of converting some or all
of their work experience programs to unsubsi .ized, private sector jobs. This
change was in response to reductions in federal funding. Programs for out=-of-
school youth were usually shorter in duration than those for in~school and
more highly focused. Some were individualized, in the sense that students
entered the program to pass the high school equivalency exam and find 2 job,
and left the program when these tasks were completed. Other programs had
finite time periods attached to them, often as little as three-to-four weeks
or as much as & full school year.

Two major themes emerged when we asked front-line workers to describe
their work and its purposes. One might be called the "developmental" view.
This view emphasized the role that adults played in helping young people to
develop the positive self~image, personal attributes, and cognitive skills

that precede entry into the lsbor force. Another view might be called
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"inatrumental.” This view emphasized the role that adults played in helping
youth to get jobs and deemphasized changing the attributes or skills of young
people. A typical ststement of the developmental view wss, "I work with kids
who don't have the advantage of a stong home background and try to help them
develop a good image of themselves and the confidence to gel]l themselves to an
employer." A typical statemen’ of the instrumental view was, "I help kids
f{ind jobs; beyond that, they're responsible for themselves.” The dominant
view awong the front-line workers we interviewed was the developmental view.
Most workers saw themselves as being closely involved in the personal lives of
the young people they worked with, whether they wanted to be or not, and as
helping young people to develop certain skills and attributas. The more
closely they became involved in the lives of their clients, the more front-
line workers perceived their clients' problems to extend beyond work. Many
front-line workers saw themseives as compensating for the failure of other
adults-- in families, communities, and schools=- to form strong attachments
with their clients. While the developmental and instrumenta]l views seem
logical 1y contradictory~- the one stressing close interpersonal relatioms, the
other detachment=-- they were often held by the same person. Often, front-line
workers would begin by describing their work and its purposes in terms of
helping young people to develop and end by describing how difficult it was to
have an effect and how the pressures of their work led them to view placing
young people in jobs a8 their primary activity.

This ambivalence between the developmental and instrumental views
reflects a basic tension in the work of youth employment specialists. On the
one hand, they see the young people they work with as demanding strong adult
attachments and as needing help with a broad range of problems, from icmediate
income to personal relationships to educational deficits to interpersoncl

skills. On the other hand, they see themselves as having limited access to
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young people for a relstively short duration and as having, in the final
snalysis, only one material benefit to confer on their clients-- a job. A
cormon resolution of this tension is to try to form strong attachments with
young people in the early stages, in order to get the basi; developmental
tasks done, and then to attenuate those attachments 88 young people reach the
end of their time in the program. A common refrain among front=line workers
was typified by one out~of-school program counselor who said, "it's important
to love these kids ruthlessly, to get behind their defenses and to stay with
them until they take charge of their own lives; then it's important to
gradually pull away." This view was corroborated as well by & number of young
people, who would typically say, “the important difference between this
program and high school is that here thev stay after you unti] you get the
stuff. You get the idea that they really care. They want to you make it in
the outside world."

The front—=line workers in our sample were typically young (in their
middle-to-late twenties), relatively mobile (two or three previous jobs),
comitted to work with youth (at least one prior job involving work with young
people), and ¢ollege~educated (about equally divided between Seneral liberal
arts degrees and specific degrees in teaching or counseling). The exceptions
to these general attributes were 8 significant number of people in their
forties and fifties who had left conventional teaching jobs and a8 few yourger
people who were products of programs like the ones they were working in. At
the time of our interviews, federal youth employment programs were undergoing
large funding reductions, gand 8 significant proportion of the people we
interviewed (one-quarter to one~third) were contemplating or actively involved
in changing careers. They saw themselves as being involved in high-stress,

low-pay jobs, for which society at large had little appreciation.
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Most front-line workers viewed their immediate work environment as
informal and unbureaucratic, and saw themselves as have a relatively wide
range of diacretion in the use of their gkills. Virtually all front—1line
workers met frequently and regularly, individually and in Sroups, with their
counterparts and supervisors within the organization. 1In only a few instances
did we find formal, buresucratic relations between front-line workers and
their supervisors; these tended to occur where employment proframs had been
attached to schoo]l systems and were administered by career schoolpeople. In
most instances, front-1line workers said they had daily, or at least weekly,
contact with their jmmediate supervisors, and these contacts were informal.
Only about half said that their work was formally evaluated by a supervisor,
but most reported receiving some kind of feedback about how well they were
doing their jobs. then they were asked to whom they would take a major
complaint about some administrative matter within the organizatiom, virtually
all answered that tﬁéy thought such complainte could be resolved by their
immediate supervisor. In one program=— King County, aurrounding Seattle--
workers organized themselves into a cooperative structure, in which most
decisions were made collectively in fermal meetings among front-1line workers
and administrators that often occurred more than once a week. Most
participants in this form 0f collective decisionmaking found it suited their
expectations of how their work should be organized; a few found the constant
meetings to be burdensome and an interferenmce in their work with young People.
Another program~= within the Seattle school system~~ was more hierarchically
structured and differentiated, but etill maintained a high degree of
c0llective decisionmaking; all important decisions affecting ataffmembers were
discussed in staff meetings. The typical pattern of work, in all but one or
w0 programs, wae informal, collegial, and highly decentralized.

While front=line wvorkers had a high level of interaction with others in
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their own organizations, they had virtually no contact with people at the aame
level of other organizations doing related work. Thia pattern manifested
iteelf in serveral ways. First, front~line workers in community organizations
did not conault, even infrequently, with other workera in similar
organizations. Second, front-line workers in programs adminiatered within
school systems had some contact with regular high achool counselors, teachers
of either academic or vocational aubjects, or high gchool administrators, but
they saw themselves a8 largely isolated from the regular achool program and
from each other when they worked in different schools. The isolation was
often & natter of choice. Contacts between youth employment apecialists and
school people, when they occurred, were often formal and included resolving
problems with individual students, such as claas schedules, permission to
leave school for part of the day, access to special courses, disputes over
academic credit, etc. And third, front-line workers, whether they worled
within schools or outside schoola, in community organizations, were often
critical of schools and school people for the way they treated their clients.
The major crticisms levelled at the school system by youth employment
specialists were (1) that young people were not kept busy and productive in
school, hence they tended to see school a8 a waste of time; (2) that teachers
and counselors did not take individual students and their problems seriously,
hence forcing students to 100k outside achool for adult attachments; (3)
schools were not teaching basic skills to the hard~to~teach, hence leaving
large numbers of students unprepared for either vocational training or
employment; and (4) schools were not interested or actively engaged in
understanding the labor market in which they were located. Whether these
criticisma were accurate or not, they expressed a strong division between the

federal 1y~funded youth employment aystem and local achool systems at the
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delivery level,

These delivery-level divisions grew partly out of policy, partly out of
the preferet.ces of front-line workers, and partly out of sdministrative
structure. Policy provided strong incentives to define one's interests in
terms of employment for high~risk young people, vocational education, or
counseling, rather than in terms of the whole population of young people who
might benefit from all services. The administrative structure agiravated
these distinctions by assigning separate tasks to separate central
ads.inistrators. And the preferences of front~line workers reinforced policy
and adninistrative structure by focusing attention inward rather than across
organizational boundaries.

Front=line workers did not see themselves as controlling access to their
programs or as exercising the determining influence on their clients' careers.
With few exceptions, decisions about who would participate were made by
centralized "intake units" that were structurslly separate from the service
delivery part of the organization. In only one small organization did we find
that final selection decisions were made collegially by the entire staff.
Caseloads were likewise determined by dividing the number of positions
authorized for the program under ita funding agreement by the number of front~
line workers and assigning clients on a more or less random basis. In
addition, frunt=line vorkers saw themselves as having a very limited amount of
time with their clients, relative to the time these young people spent on the
street, at work, or in school, hence, exercising relatively little leveraie on
their aspirations snd behavior,

One result of this limited control was a highly focused view of what
they wanted to achieve with clients, Moat delivery-level workers saw
themselves as imparting s limited number of specific skills and attributes

that would eerve their c¢’ients well in the labor market. If the objective was
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to prepare the client to pass the high school equivalency exawination (the
Test of General Educstional Development, or GED), as was the case in all the
out~of~school programs we studied, the subject matter areas of the test would
be broken into discrete pieces and ghort-term prep courses would be offered in
each aren.' If the objective was to supplement work experience with general
knowledge of career options, 3s was the cese in nearly all the in-school
programs we studied, then a single workshop or & short series would “.e
organized sround a specific topics of carcer choice. If the objective was to
prepare young people to search for jobs on their own, an element of many
programs, then delivery-level workers would lead young people through a
structured exercise in preparing a resuwe, getting an interview, going to the
interview, and following up on initial contacts. What seemed to distinguish
these activities, in the minds of both clients and front-line workers, was
their specificity and their immediate pay-off. It was these attributes that
wvere most often mentioned favorably as the things that distinguished what
employment programs did differently from the school systen.

Another consequence of limited control was the 8bility of front-line
workers to focus on one or two attributes or skills of 8 given individual
client 8t & time and, temporarily at least, to disregard others that right
appear striking to other adults. Workers in out-of~school programs, for
example, did not routinely hassle their clients about their dress, language,
or behavior around their peers while they were teaching basic skills., Work 6n
dress and behavior would come at the point where clients were ready to begin
spproaching employers, when it was clear what its utility would be. Workers
in in-school programs, for example, would often stress maintaining acceptable
performance in gchool and punctuality at work, and leave questions of dress

and demeanor to the client and the employer. This focusing behavior seemed to
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result in working relationships between young people and adults that both
viewed as favorable and helpful. Young people frequently observed that they
were treated more a8 adults by the people the came in contact with through
emp loyment programs than by the people they came in contact with in the
regulat school program.

A final consequence of limited control was that front-line workers saw
the outcomes of their work differently from higher-level administrators. As
we will see in the following section, all the organizations we studied were
under considerable pressure to produce measurable results. The most obvious
measure of success for an employmwent program is, of course, placing a client
in a full-time, unsubsidized job, although for the youth population progression
to higher~level skill training or even to post-secondary education is often
viewed as a favorable outcome. The view of what constituted a satisfactory
result was considerably wore complex and less determinant for front—-line
workers. In some instances, they argued that the more serious the problens
presented by their clients the less likely they were to have & clear impact.
One worker in an out-of-school program, for irstance, said, 'when a 17~year-
0ld kid comes in here with a second grade reading score, what's a satisfactory
result? I would settle for sending him out of here, after three months, with
an eighth grade reading score and entry to & so0lid vocational skills progrem,
but I don't think that necessarily counts 88 & g00d result outside the
organization." Another worker in am in-sechool program said, "a lot of these
kids need money to buy things that other kids take for gramted. If we make it
possible for them to have some things that other kida have and to make
contacts that might pay off later in the job market, can you ask for much
more?" Front-line workers, in other words, were much more likely to focus on
proximate results=- things they saw as feasible to achieve, taking into

account their clients' backgrounds and the workers' limited leverage-- rather
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than longer-term, more abstract results.

A final consequence of limited control was that front-line workers placed
8 considerable e¢wphasis on motivation, in addition to cognitive skille and
family background, when they were asked to describe the attributes that
distinguished clients. Given their )imited ability to inf luence young people,
they saw young peoples' willingness to push themselves as a key factor in
their own success as well a8 their clients'. Many said they would rather work
with a8 highly motivated, unskilled client than with a8 weakly motivated, but
relatively skilled client. "If you show an extreme interest in working and
going to school,” said one worker of her pitch to clients, “then we can help
you. If you dom't, nobody can."” Some front-~line workers thought it was
possible to build motivation through strong contacts between youth and adults,
but a8 funding for employment programs declined and as emphasis on performance
standards increased, wmost front~line workers said that programs were
increasingly having to select on their perception of motivation. In terws of
the earlier distinction between views of practice, many front~line workers saw
themselves a8 being pushed by external circumstances from a8 developmental view
of their work to an instrumental one~~ an occurence that many viewed with
alarm.

The world of front~line workers in youth employment organizations, then,
is characterized ty the following attributes: (1) adults working directly
with young people are relatively young and have 8 dedonstrable commitment to
their clientele, judged in terms of their prior experience; (2) they manifest
an underlying tension between developmental and instrumental views of their
jobe; (3) their work involves 8 high level of individual intersction with
young people and co-workers in their own organizatioms; (4) they have

virtually no contsct with people performing similar jobs in other
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organizations; (5) they have a relatively informal work environment in which
supervision and evaluation typically take place collectively or collegially;
(6) they perceive themselves 88 having limited control over both who comes
into the program and what happens to clients after they leave; and (6) they
tend to focus on 8 limited number of skills and attributes that they think can

influence in & short period of time.

3. The Multiple Meanings of Policy and Orzanization

When we asked front~line workers what rules, procedures, or policies made
their jobs easier, or more difficult, they generally found the questions hard
to answer. When they did reply, they tended to focus On paperwork
requirements (weekly reports on clients, payroll forms, reports on the
disposition of clients leaving the program, etc.) or on eligibility
requirements (income criteria). Policy, in other words, had very a specific
meaning for front~line workers. It set limits on their work. It was not
perceived as 8 grant of authority to engage in official action. It was
instead seen 88 a set of constraints on practice. Most front-line workers
readily expressed their judgements about what the young people they worked
with needed. They did not see policy as playing a particularly important role
in making it possible for them to do what was necessary. They saw policy
instead as a necessary, if often annoying, set of limits that one had to
accept in order to do what was necessary.

Nor did front~line workers see their work as being part of a national
effort made possible by the existence of national policy. They did not see
themselves a8 “implementing" national policy objectives; they often did see
themselves as protecting their interests and their clients' interests against
an increasingly hostile public and an increasingly unsywpathetic agency

bureaucracy.
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Yet beneath this largely negative view of policy lay a surprising
wil lingness to adapt to changes in objectives that were communicated from
above. During the time of our interviews, a8 number of significant ghifts in
policy were occurring at the national and local levels. Prime sponaors, the
local adminiatrative agencies for federal employment policy, were under
pressure from the U.S. Department of Labor to produce clearer evidence of
program effects and provide better records of their grants to delivery
organizations. This pressure resulted in nearly universal adoption of
‘management information systems” that provided s central record of individual
¢lients' progress, proportions of funding for different types of activities,
and the performance of program operators. At roughly the same time, declining
federal funding resulted in difficult expenditure decisiors at the local
level; expenditure reductions were based in part on performance criteria.
These shifts had a significant impact on the nature of work in youth
enployment organizations and on the way front~line workers perceived their
work. A number of organizations responded by reducing or eliminating stipends
for participation in educational programs, by moving substantial numbers of
young people from subsidized to unsubsidized jobs, by shortening the duration
of educational and career orientstion programs, and by focusing more resources
on job development and placement. A large proportion of the front~line
workers we interviewed said, usually with qualified approval, that youth
employment programs had shifted aubstantially in emphasis, from "income
aupport” to "job placement” objectives. Many said that youth employment
programs had gone too far in the direction of paying low-income youth for
activities that had little to do with work and holding them in educational
programs for long periods of time without emcouraging them to seek
unsubsidized employment. They saw the shaft in emphasis as having given youth

enploynent programs & new aense of directions to which they gave their overall
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approval, even though they doubted that the new emphasis would work for the
most difficult cases.

Perceptions of policy changed significantly as one moved from front-line
vorkers to administrators in delivery organizations and to local government
administrators of federal employment programs. At this level, people clearly
distingzished between policies initiated st the federal level and those
initisted at the local level, they clearly placed themselves in both the
historical development of policy and the current delivery system, and they
were accutely aware of (if often frustrated by) the movement of policy at the
federal and local level. Furthermore, the administrators we interviewed at
the local level were 8ccutely aware of being part of a local political system
in which important decisions were made gbout the allocation of resources among
conpeting organizations and activities.

Like policy, organization meant different things at different levels of
the delivery system. For both front-line workers and delivery=-level
administrators, organization mesnt their immediate organization, not the
organization of the local delivery system. Their relations with their
counterparts in other organizations were either non-existent or highly
politicized. As noted earlier, there was little or no interaction awong
delivery~level workers in different organizations working on similar problems
or populations. There was a higher level of interaction among administrators
of delivery-level organizations, but this interaction took the form largely of
representing the organization in local decisions. For example, in San
Francisco, the local government administrative unit responsible for
employment, the Mayor's Office of Employment and Trsining (MOET), gave
considerable weight to the funding recommendations of its Employment and

Training Conmittee, which was composed partly of representatives of the
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various delivery organizations. This was the main setting in which
aduinistrators of the various delivery organizations met face-to-face, and it
was seen a5 an important political arena. In Clark County, there was a8 high
level of conaultation on administrative questions between county=-level
officials and representative of delivery-level organization, but since funding
decisions were not included i1n these discussions, participants did not
perceive them as political. In Seattle, decisions cutting across delivery
organizations were made iargely by the staff of the 1ocal government
administrative agencies, §0 there‘was little interaction among administrators
even on a8 political level.

Taken together, these views of policy and organization among front-1ine
workers and local administrators reinforced a highly balkanized delivery
systen for youth employment at the local level. Front=line workers saw
themselves working with gheir clients, in gtheir organizations; higher=
level policy deciscions were constraints on their actions, not grants of
authority to do things that would otherwise be impossible. Delivery-level
administrators likewise saw the interests of their programs and their
organizations as paratmount; for them, higher-level policy decisions wete
important mainly for the ~ffect they had on the allocation of resources among
competing organizations, among competing programs within orgonizations, and
sow ..of among competing neighborhoods or ethnic groups. Local
administrators of federal employment programs saw themselves as orchestrating
the competing demands of delivery organizations, within conatraints imposed by
{ederal law and regulations. The result, in all three of our settings, was a
atructure in which aeparate organizations were doing aeparate thinga for
separate populations, all within a 8iven geographical area, but no One was
espcially concerned about the overall effects.

This delivery structure, or lack of structure, is partly a result of the
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incentives built into federal policy, partly a result of the peculiarities of
local government organigzation in the U.S., and psrtly a result of adaptations
to the school~and=work behavior of young people. Fuderal policy promotes a
balkanized delivery structure by encouraging localities to create separate
organizatione for the administration of federally=-funded employment and
training activities rather than relying on existing structures. Funding
formulas at all levels of government promote balkanization because they
allocate money based on "body counts” of students served by specific
organizations, rather than on the basis of how well the total array of
institutions is serving the total population. Local government organization
promotes balkanization because school systems, community colleges, and general
govermment at the local level sre organized independently of one another, each
with its own separate base of authority. The high rate of movement of young
people between srhool and work promotes a balkanized delivery system because
there is no single set of local institutions ane can rely on to keep trach of
where young people are at any given tioe,

Even though this balkanized systen represents a relatively successful
adaptation to the basic forces shaping the implementation of federzl youth
employment policy, it crestes its own special aet of problems. The most
obvious one is equity of access. The absence of any strong incentives for
lateral coordination at the local level means that no one can assvre that
highe=risk young people who need assistance negotisting entry to the labor
market are actually getting it. Indeed, no one csn say reliasbly how large the
population of high-risk youth ia in a given setting, or what proportion of
that population is actually being served. Another serious problem is that the
system promotes narrowly~-focused recruitment and jol placement, often at the

expense of attention to larger atructural issues. The wnst difficult problems
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of high-risk youth have to do with their relative lack of preparation, by
basic education, training, or experience, for mainstream jobs. The incentives
embedded in federal policy encoursge delivery organizations to recruit and
place high~risk youth in jobs that are immediately available and for which
they are either immediately qualified and csn be trained to do in a relatively
short period of time, without much regard for the changing structure of local
labor markets. Delivery-level organizations adapt to these incentives by
developing networks of contacts with youth and employers which they rely on
over time to produce the outcomes that federal and local administrators
expect. However, the economic base on which these jobs rest is frequently
eroding. In Seattle and San Francisco, for example, the economies were
becoming increasingly professionalized and service-oriented, and less
hospitable to youth with basic high gchool or vocational training. In Clark
County, the economy was shifting from one heavily reliant on forest product
manufacturing to service and technical industry. This combination of policy
incentives and economic shifts can produce increasing competition among
delivery-level organizations for a declining pool of jobs.

Two findings in our research ;n local delivery systems were somewhat
surprising. The first was the age of the delivery organizations in our
sample. Most could trace their histories continuously back 15-20 years. The
in-school program in Seattle, for example, had been in continuous operation
under various names and auspices since the Neighborhood Youth Corps wss
establiehed by the U.S. Congress in 1964. The community organizations in our
San Francisco sample could trace their roots back 13, 18, 21, and 25 years,
through various locally- and federally-financed programs. Deapite this
history, the typical front-line worker was relatively young and had relatively
little experience with the organization. 8o the picture that emerges from our

aample ia one of very atable organizations, with highly mobile populations of
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workers and clienta. The continuity of the organizations ia expressed in
their identification with the communities in which they work and in a few key
leaders who stay with the organizstion for long periods of time. Within this
continuity, there is a high level of turn-over at the staff level. These
organizations are effectively the "capital gtock” of federal youth employment
policy. They continue to exist over time by responding to shifts in federal
objectives and by turning over large numbers of staff and clients. Yet there
is no explicit acknowledgement in federal policy of the role these
organizations perform. Federal law and regulation speaks to the relationship
between the federal government and designated agencies of state and local
government, not to the role that delivery-level organizations within state and
local jurisdictions. There is a major risk in feiling to understand that
delivery-leve) organizations play & key, continuous role in implementing
federal policy. The risk is that federal policy will be changed in ways that
threaten the existence of the capital stock of delivery organizations, without
understanding that it is they who actually deliver the most of the services,
not units of local government.

The second surprising finding in our snalysis of Jocal delivery systems
was that structure seemed to have little effect on delivery-level work. Ve
deliberately chose our three sites to reflect the major structural variations
in local administration of federal employment policy. Seattle is a system
based largely on programs nested within other local government agencies; the
school system, the city's Department of Human Resources, and the county's
human services agency run the masjor youth employment programs. Clark County
is » system in which the county government exercises the dominant influence in
service delivery over & partly=-rural, partly-metropolitan area, much like the

“county unit"” system in the South. San Francisco is & system bas2d primerily
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on ethnic community organizations, like many large U.S. cities. What we found
was that, while thesa structural variations were very well adapted to their
local settinge, they didn't produca any significant variation in either
program content or delivery-lavel practice from setting to setting. Our
interviews with delivery~level paraonnel and administrators produced basically
the same descriptions of work in all three settings.

- Two explenations come to mind. First, there are only a limited number of
things one can do to help high~risk youth negotiate entry to the labor force.
After twenty years, or more, of local experience, it is highly unlikely that
dramatic new variations will arise. So what we were observing was probably
stable set of delivery~level patterns that had emerged after a l1ong period of
trial-and=-error. Second, much of this trial—-and-error learning has been
institutionalized and codified in federal policy and local aduministration.
Program guidelines, funding priorities and criteria, performance standards,
and the like, all reflect the basic patterns of practice: counseliny,

teaching, and employer relations.

4. Conclusions
Our basic findings on the relationship between national policy and local
delivery in youth employment can be surmarized in three conclusions:

>>Patterns of young peoples' movement between work and
school suggest that the delivery structure most
compatible with the actual behavior of youth is one that
(a) relies on a number of different points of entry; (b)
does not rely exclusivaly on schools as its main source
of contact with young people; (c) promotes a high level
of one-on-one contact between youth and adulte; and (d)
permits a high degree of flexibility in matching services
to young people.

>>Both delivery~level practice and organigational structure
have adapted well to these patterns. The practice of
front~line workers, as we have described it, consists of
a high level of one-on-one contact, a highly=focused view
of what adults can do to help young people negotiate
entry to the labor force, and a relatively informal and
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flexible set of working relations with colleagues and
supervisors. The local delivery structure is highly
balkanized, which has the effect of creating multiple
point of entry, but at the same time, it appears to
involve & remarkably atable set of organizations which
adapt readily to changes in policy.

>>The major deficiencies of the delivery structure are (a)
ite relative insensitivity to problems of equitable
sccess to services; (b) its inability to account for
anything like the total population of high-risk youth;
and (¢) its lack of incentives to adjust to major
structural shifts in local labor markets.

The mode of analysis we've used in this study has been designed to
address the question of how policy is implemented by reversing the usual
process of looking first at policy objectives and then at law, regulations,
and organization to see if they are consistent with those objectives. Ve have
instead turned the process around and asked how one can get from an
understanding of young peoples' school and worn behavior, to an understanding
of an appropriate delivery structure, and then to ar. understanding of how
policy works on those things. In fact, the two modes of analysis go hand-in-
hand, revealiag complementary aspects of the procees of implementation., Our
ma jor purpose here is to demonstrate that one can map backward from behavior

to delivery-level practice and structure to policy, 8s wel. as forward from

policy to practice to outcomes.
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